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kind of chairman in that respect. Hope-
fully, he will talk only about monetary 
policy and not interfere with tax and 
fiscal policy. Those matters should be 
left to the legislative branch and other 
areas of the executive branch. 

Also, Chairman Greenspan’s prob-
lems were not just the fact that he 
talked outside the monetary policy 
arena. Yes, Chairman Greenspan’s ten-
ure held relatively low inflation with 
growing economic conditions. However, 
his record came about from the cre-
ation of a fat market bubble that ulti-
mately popped. Then there was a hous-
ing bubble. It led to an unbalanced eco-
nomic recovery fueled by cash raised 
from soaring home prices. This re-
sulted in record household debt and 
negative consumer savings rates. 

We also witnessed the endless bail-
outs of Chairman Greenspan. There 
was the 1997 Fed bailout of the Asian 
crisis. There was the long-term capital 
management bailout in 1998. We had a 
financial crisis and the Fed got in-
volved with Mexico and all this led to 
a huge trade and Federal budget defi-
cits. This was all further affected by 
record energy prices which raised the 
cost of goods and services. 

After almost 20 years, Chairman 
Greenspan is now acknowledging some 
of the bad consequences of his deci-
sions. He said inflation may be creep-
ing in. But Chairman Greenspan leaves 
knowing that his mess will fall to his 
apprentice, Ben Bernanke. 

Yes, Dr. Bernanke has an impressive 
resume. But the question is whether he 
knows what is waiting for him around 
each economic corner. It is indeed iron-
ic that Dr. Bernanke finds it necessary 
to continue the Greenspan policies. I 
hope this is not true. This would be dis-
astrous. These policies have not been 
the best for our economy. 

I hope Dr. Bernanke does not follow 
too closely in the footsteps of Chair-
man Greenspan in his approaches. But 
regardless, he just might inherit a 
mess from Chairman Greenspan. If so, I 
hope he can clean it up. 

I hope there is no damaging recession 
or financial crisis looming. If so, I hope 
Ben Bernanke does not live up to his 
nickname of ‘‘Helicopter Ben,’’ and 
throw the U.S. mint’s printing presses 
into overdrive. 

I have no personal qualms with Dr. 
Bernanke. We simply differ on opin-
ions. I do not relish opposing President 
Bush’s nominees. But, regretfully, I 
must oppose Dr. Ben Bernanke to be 
Chairman of the Federal Reserve. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that I be recorded as being op-
posed to Ben Bernanke’s nomination 
upon its approval. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor and suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator yields back his time. 

Does the Senator from Kentucky 
yield back his time? 

He does. 
The question is on Calendar No. 440. 

The question is, Will the Senate advise 
and consent to the nomination of Ben 
S. Bernanke, of New Jersey, to be a 
member of the Board of Governors of 
the Federal Reserve System? 

The nomination was confirmed. 
Mr. SHELBY. I move to reconsider 

the vote. 
Mr. BUNNING. I move to lay that 

motion on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on Calendar No. 441. The 
question is, Will the Senate advise and 
consent to the nomination of Ben S. 
Bernanke, of New Jersey, to be Chair-
man of the Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System? 

The nomination was confirmed. 
Mr. SHELBY. I move to reconsider 

the vote. 
Mr. BUNNING. I move to lay that 

motion on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
Mr. SHELBY. I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
COLEMAN). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Under the previous order, the Presi-
dent will be immediately notified of 
the Senate’s action. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re-
turn to legislative session. 

The Senator from Oregon. 
Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to speak for up to 
30 minutes as in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

TAXES AND HEALTH CARE 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, while 
Senators talk about prebuttal and re-
buttal speeches before the State of the 
Union speech, I hear middle-class folks 
saying ‘‘drop the buts and make our 
lives easier.’’ I know because in Janu-
ary, when I was home, I held 21 com-
munity meetings. The big issues then 
were those where the second word was 

‘‘bill’’—medical bills, gas bills, heating 
bills, mortgage bills, college bills, and 
especially tax bills. 

It is not hard to see why those are 
the issues. Middle-class folks in this 
country are not keeping up. Even their 
wages do not keep up with inflation. 
And while they want a better life for 
their kids—the way their parents want-
ed for them—they stay up nights wor-
rying that they cannot make it hap-
pen. 

So today I want to spend a few min-
utes discussing just two issues: taxes 
and health care. I believe in each of 
these two issues Congress could work 
on a bipartisan basis for genuine relief 
for the middle class. We may not hear 
about it tonight, but as middle-class 
folks begin pulling together their 1099s, 
their W–2s, their schedule this and 
schedule that, and all of what they 
have to do to comply with filling out 
their tax forms, I simply wanted to 
come to the floor and say it does not 
have to be this way. 

I brought, today, just part of what 
constitutes the regulations and rules 
for complying with taxes in America. 
One of the experts in the field told me 
there have been more than 14,000 
amendments to the Tax Code since the 
last major overhaul in 1986. It comes to 
almost three for every working day in 
America. 

This year, Americans are going to 
spend $140 billion on tax compliance. 
Americans are going to spend more 
money complying with the tax rules 
than the Federal government is spend-
ing on higher education in our country. 

I have come to the floor today be-
cause I want to make it clear I do not 
think it has to be that way. I have de-
veloped an alternative. My one-page 
1040 form is just 30 lines long. Take 
your income from all sources, subtract 
your deductions, take your credits, 
send it off to the IRS, and you can even 
add a note: I’m done. Have a nice day. 

I filled this out myself, and that in 
and of itself is a little bit of a revolu-
tion because it has been a long time 
since a member of the Senate Finance 
Committee or someone in the other 
body on the Ways and Means Com-
mittee could fill out their own tax 
form. 

What happens today? More than 
three million people, for example, have 
to essentially fill out their taxes twice. 
They have that alternative minimum 
tax staring at them. Scores of families 
are pulling together shoe boxes full of 
receipts, shouting across the living 
room, ‘‘Honey, can you find that re-
ceipt for the copier that we bought 
months ago?’’ because part of it is for 
business and part of it was used for the 
family. I say it does not have to be this 
way. 

I have shown that you can have a 
one-page 1040 form. The President’s ad-
visory committee report that came out 
in the fall had a similar form—I do not 
happen to agree with all they did, but 
their one-page form isn’t that much 
longer than mine. For purposes of Gov-
ernment work, we could put the two of 
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them together and really do something 
meaningful on a bipartisan basis to 
simplify the Tax Code, to use that $140 
billion now spent on compliance on 
something I know the Presiding Officer 
has a great interest in—education and 
infrastructure and other areas that are 
of great importance to our country. 

But on top of simplifying the Tax 
Code, there is more that has to be done 
to help the middle class. I suspect we 
are not going to hear about it tonight, 
but Warren Buffett, the second 
wealthiest man in America, pays a lot 
lower tax rate than his receptionist. 
That is because there is a double stand-
ard. 

We hit people a lot harder when they 
work for wages than when they make 
their money off investments. I am not 
interested in soaking anybody. I be-
lieve in markets. I believe in creating 
wealth. But something is out of whack 
when middle-class folks have to spend 
the time to figure out how to wade 
through all of this and spend literally 
much of the money they want to spend 
on their families on just filling out 
their taxes—it is not right to hammer 
people who work for a living. 

Here is the way it works. If a cop 
working outside the Capitol gets a lit-
tle bit of a pay raise—maybe $500—that 
cop pays 25 percent of the pay raise to 
the Federal Government in income 
taxes and pays Social Security payroll 
taxes on top of it. If, however, you 
make your money on investments—we 
want everybody to do well in that area 
also—you pay 15 percent of what you 
make on your investments in income 
taxes and you do not pay any Social 
Security payroll taxes. 

There is a double standard. We dis-
criminate against people who work for 
a living. In Ohio, in Oregon, across the 
country, if you work hard, play by the 
rules, and work for a wage, you get hit 
a lot harder than the people who make 
their money on investments. 

I have already said I am not inter-
ested in soaking anybody. I happen to 
believe marginal rates are a big deal. 
And because I do, I have not raised the 
top rate in my proposal. I have three 
tax brackets: 15, 25, and 35 percent. So 
it is progressive. I have said to col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle, 
folks in the administration, there is 
plenty of flexibility in my proposal. If 
we want to make it 13, 23 and 33, I am 
up for that, too. We can do that in a bi-
partisan way. 

But tonight, I suspect, instead of 
hearing that we ought to take on the 
tax bureaucracy embodied in a few of 
these volumes, in effect we are going to 
be told to re-up for business as usual. I 
don’t think it has to be that way. I 
refer colleagues to what happened in 
1986, 20 years ago. Then we had a Re-
publican President, revered by millions 
of Americans, Ronald Reagan, who 
worked with Democrats, Dan Rosten-
kowski, Bill Bradley, Dick Gephardt. 
They found common ground in a pro-
posal that has many of the same fea-
tures I bring to the Senate today. 

They were concerned about marginal 
rates. There were Democrats, such as 
myself, who think marginal rates are a 
big deal. They worked together with a 
Republican President to achieve a sig-
nificant success. They removed a lot of 
clutter from the Tax Code. I wish we 
hadn’t gone back over the last 20 years 
since that historic legislation and 
added it all back, those more than 
14,000 provisions. But it happened. We 
all know it has a little bit to do with 
the lobbyists, because the lobbyists all 
come and ask for this particular break 
or another. I had one of our colleagues 
say to me: Ron, I don’t agree with 
every part of your proposal, but you 
are right, probably every 20 years you 
ought to automatically cleanse the Tax 
Code. You automatically ought to give 
it a bath. 

So I come tonight to say I am inter-
ested in working on a bipartisan basis 
to do something about all this dead 
wood. I would rather preserve the trees 
that go into all these volumes and sim-
plify the life of middle-class folks. We 
have our folks talking on cell phones 
all day and pagers and practically teth-
ered to the Internet. I know of young 
people trying to get ahead. They work 
12, 14 hours a day. They come home and 
they are still checking their e-mail. Do 
we want to put them through another 
30 hours of preparing their taxes? 

I filled out my one-page 1040 form. I 
already said the President’s Advisory 
Panel on tax reform had some good 
ideas. We could come up with an alter-
native. But we have to want to lead. 
We have to want to lead as President 
Reagan did, as Bill Bradley did. We 
have to say we want to do it on a bipar-
tisan basis. 

I am hopeful that if we hear tonight 
about business as usual on taxes, I can 
join with colleagues on the other side 
of the aisle. I have already talked to 
some on the Finance Committee where 
I am honored to serve. I have discussed 
it both with Chairman GRASSLEY and 
Senator BAUCUS, two who frankly are 
role models for bipartisanship. 

I came today to particularly talk 
about how this could help middle-class 
folks. I am going to put in the RECORD 
examples of how various middle-class 
people would be affected. I will ask 
unanimous consent to print in the 
RECORD some examples of how my pro-
posal would help the middle class. 

Under my proposal we will have a lot 
of middle-class people, people making 
$70, $80, $90,000 a year—there are a lot 
of them in Ohio and Oregon—will get a 
significant amount of relief. Essen-
tially, all those families who make up 
to $150,000 a year, primarily on wage 
income, maybe a little bit of invest-
ment thrown in, they are going to get 
real tax relief or they are going to stay 
about the same. I want to see us do it 
in a fiscally responsible way. I know 
this is of great concern to the Senator 
from Ohio. The Congressional Research 
Service said that it is possible to get 
the tax relief to millions of middle- 
class people that is outlined in my leg-

islation, the Fair Flat Tax Act, and 
pay down the Federal deficit by $100 
billion. That is clearly not all you have 
to do to stop the hemorrhaging of the 
Federal budget, but at least it is a 
downpayment. 

The Senator from Ohio has done an 
awful lot of good work in terms of pay- 
as-you-go budgeting and taking on 
health care costs and some of the sky-
rocketing cost of entitlements. My pro-
posal doesn’t pretend to deal with all of 
the red ink we see in the Federal budg-
et, but it does get real tax relief to 
middle-class people and does it in a fis-
cally responsible way, with the Con-
gressional Research Service saying 
that it would pay down the Federal def-
icit by $100 billion over the next few 
years. 

I will be back on the floor over the 
next few days and weeks trying to 
make the case for bipartisanship to 
overhaul the tax system. I don’t think 
it is possible to continue to add a piece 
here and a piece there and make any 
sense out of all this. We will only be 
adding more and more volumes. For ex-
ample, virtually every Senator I have 
talked to wants to deal with the alter-
native minimum tax. We know there 
are a lot of people being swept up in 
the alternative minimum tax who cer-
tainly don’t consider themselves fat 
cats. They weren’t the kind of people 
anybody was talking about when the 
AMT came into being. But we are get-
ting to the point now where it is al-
most impossible to put a patch on the 
AMT without having that change rip-
ple all the way through the system. 

What we ought to say, on a bipar-
tisan basis, is we can make the code 
simpler, flatter, and fairer. I have de-
scribed today how it can be made sim-
pler. I have a one-page 1040 form. The 
President’s advisory commission has 
one that is a bit longer, but they are 
close enough for purposes of Govern-
ment work. I have three brackets in 
my tax proposal: 15, 25, and 35. It is fine 
with me to adjust the numbers a little 
bit, particularly the idea of going down 
a couple of points for each of the 
brackets. The biggest challenge in 
terms of working out a bipartisan pro-
posal is on the issue of fairness, be-
cause that is obviously in the eye of 
the beholder. What is fair to one person 
may not be fair to somebody else. 

I want to close on one point with re-
spect to taxes. Ronald Reagan signed a 
bill in 1986 that treated investment in-
come the way wage income was treat-
ed. Ronald Reagan in 1986, working 
with Bill Bradley, Dick Gephardt, a 
host of Democrats, signed a bill that 
treated investment income as it treat-
ed wage income. He did it because he 
thought the overall set of tax brackets 
made sense. I happen to think mine do 
as well. Colleagues may have other ap-
proaches. What we know for a fact is 
what was done in 1986 worked. The 
stock market was not hampered. For 
colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle, a Republican got elected Presi-
dent in 1988 so no Republican was hurt 
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by tax reform, where there was bipar-
tisan leadership. 

I come to the floor with my first 
comments, that while, unfortunately, 
we are not going to hear about com-
prehensive tax reform tonight, this 
Senator wants to make it clear that 
this is a cause I am not giving up on. I 
am going to push this at every possible 
opportunity. I am going to work with 
colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle. We know that you can’t get any-
thing important done unless it is bipar-
tisan. I am going to do it because I 
don’t think you can defend business as 
usual with this tax system. The sim-
plification that I have come to argue 
for makes sense. Frankly, that ought 
to be a no-brainer for everyone. We can 
make the code flatter. 

Let’s role up our sleeves and try to 
come up with a system that is fairer 
for everybody, the way it was done 
back in 1986. If we can get it done—and 
I have the good fortune of being able to 
stay on the Senate Finance Com-
mittee, if the people of Oregon honor 
me with a chance to continue to serve 
there—this time I am going to fight 
those lobbyists who will try to go back 
and clutter it up. Frankly, that is what 
happened in 1986. Nobody really said 
‘‘no’’ after that historic reform. 

How much time do I have remaining? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 

101⁄2 minutes. 
Mr. WYDEN. I want to conclude on 

another pocketbook issue for the mid-
dle class by talking about health care. 
I am a Senator who believes there 
ought to be private choices in Amer-
ican health care. There are some who 
think that all the health care ought to 
be privatized, some who think that 
Government ought to do everything. I 
am one who believes there is a role for 
both the private sector and for Govern-
ment in health care. 

Unfortunately, I voted for the Medi-
care prescription drug program. As a 
former director of the Oregon Gray 
Panthers, I still have the welts on my 
back to show for it. I never conceived 
that the administration of this pro-
gram could be so bungled. We have bed-
lam out there right now with seniors 
with advanced degrees trying to sort 
all this out. Again, it did not have to 
be this way. If, for example, the admin-
istration had at least standardized the 
policies a little bit so that people could 
compare the various prescription drug 
coverages available, we could have 
avoided this chaos. There is a model for 
this as well, a model used for the pri-
vate health insurance supplements 
that seniors bought to add to their 
Medicare. 

Before I came to Congress, I was di-
rector of the Gray Panthers. It was not 
uncommon for a senior to have 10, 15 
private health insurance policies. We 
drained that swamp. Now seniors for 
the most part have only one Medigap 
policy. It meets their needs. The insur-
ance industry has indicated it works 
for them. We ought to be trying to 
standardize or at least make more un-

derstandable the private health poli-
cies that seniors are looking at now to 
meet their prescription drug needs. 

I have suggested this to the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services. 
To his credit, he has indicated that he 
is interested in pursuing it. The admin-
istration of this program didn’t have to 
roll out this way. It could have been 
simpler and more understandable, if 
the choices that were made available 
to seniors had simply been structured 
in a clearer, more understandable way. 

There is a second thing that needs to 
be done on health care. Senator SNOWE 
and I got 51 votes late last year for our 
legislation to lift the restriction on 
Medicare’s right to bargain to hold 
down the cost of prescription medicine. 
The way Medicare is buying this medi-
cine defies anything that goes on in the 
private sector. It is similar to some-
body going to Costco and buying toilet 
paper one roll at a time. Nobody would 
shop the way Medicare is purchasing 
these prescription drugs. 

By my count, Senator SNOWE and I 
now have 53 votes for our legislation to 
lift the restriction on Medicare bar-
gaining. I commend a number of col-
leagues who have been involved. On our 
side of the aisle, Senators STABENOW 
and FEINSTEIN have done a lot of heavy 
lifting. Senator MCCAIN has been a 
wonderful supporter. We ought to pass 
that legislation. We ought to make it 
possible for Medicare to bargain to 
hold down the cost of medicine. I look 
forward to talking to our colleagues 
further, including the distinguished 
Senator in the chair. 

There are other steps that ought to 
be taken to hold down the costs in 
health care. I hope we will hear about 
them tonight. One of the best is to 
make more accurate information avail-
able about how doctors and hospitals 
price their services. 

It is possible to shop for just about 
anything in the United States, but you 
cannot shop very much for health care. 
It makes no sense at all. Senator COR-
NYN, the distinguished Senator from 
Texas, has a great interest in this 
issue. Other colleagues do as well. But 
if we are serious about holding down 
costs—I think the President will talk 
about cost containment tonight—let’s 
get better, more understandable, more 
usable information about doctors and 
hospitals out to the American people. 
That is step No. 2. 

Step No. 3 involves end-of-life care— 
one of the most controversial issues in 
American health care. As my col-
leagues know, I was the one who 
blocked the original Schiavo legisla-
tion from coming up on the floor. Let 
me talk about something all of us can 
agree on, and that is we ought to ex-
pand hospice and comfort care to deal 
with end-of-life services because this is 
something which will help us save 
money, will avoid some of the family 
tragedies that result in these horrible, 
polarizing kinds of problems such as we 
saw in the tragic Schiavo case. 

There is no reason, given the fact 
that a growing fraction of the health 

care dollar gets spent in the last few 
months of an individual’s life, that to 
be both compassionate and hold down 
health care costs, Republicans and 
Democrats cannot join hands on ex-
panding hospice care as an alternative 
to what our citizens face now with end- 
of-life choices. 

The fourth step is an area the Chair 
has a great interest in, and that is 
health care technology. We know many 
communities have multiple tech-
nologies, such as MRI machines. There 
are some very exciting and tremendous 
new products that are available. Many 
communities have lots of these tech-
nologies, and some have none at all. 
There is a maldistribution of health 
care resources. So an area I have a 
great interest in is, making it possible 
in communities in Minnesota and Or-
egon for health care providers to share 
these technologies, perhaps even giving 
them a waiver of antitrust restrictions, 
so that rather than everybody having 
to keep up with the Joneses and adding 
to health care expenses in an area that 
has fueled our costs, let’s figure out a 
way that will not freeze innovation. 
Nobody wants to do that. 

The Senator from Minnesota has 
been a leader in that field. We don’t 
want to freeze innovation, but we want 
to hold down costs and make sure there 
is access. I think there are ways in 
which we can create incentives to 
share these exciting health care tech-
nologies. I have suggested just one this 
afternoon. That is a way to hold down 
health care costs. 

Mr. President, to recap, let’s clean up 
the Medicare prescription drug benefit. 
Let’s figure out how to get better and 
more accurate information about doc-
tors and hospital costs and services 
out. Let’s expand hospice and compas-
sionate end-of-life care. And let’s make 
sure there are incentives to better use 
health care technology. 

Those are four practical steps which 
can hold down health care costs and 
improve health care services in our 
country. 

I close by way of saying that I came 
to the Senate floor today because I had 
those 21 town meetings at home. I 
heard middle-class people talk about 
all the issues where the second word 
was ‘‘bill’’—medical bill, tax bill, mort-
gage bill, gas bill, home heating bill. 
They are concerned about economics 
and their pocketbooks. We don’t need 
all this dead wood in our tax system. 
We can come up with a 1-page alter-
native. I proposed one, as have others. 
We can work in a bipartisan way to 
hold down health care costs. 

Tonight, we may not hear about 
some of what I have discussed this 
afternoon, but I look forward to work-
ing with colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle and with the Bush administration 
because on both the tax issue and the 
health care issue, we can do better. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Jersey is recognized. 
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(The remarks of Mr. LAUTENBERG are 

printed in todays RECORD under ‘‘Morn-
ing Business.’’) 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The remarks of Mr. DURBIN are 
printed in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Morning Business.’’) 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor and suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

THE RETIREMENT OF JUSTICE 
SANDRA DAY O’CONNOR 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, today has 
been an extraordinarily historic and 
eventful day, one in which we have 
paid tribute to, and reflected upon, the 
great deeds and towering leadership of 
some of the most consequential indi-
viduals of the 20th century. It has also 
been a fast-paced day of action, of 
looking to the future, guiding America 
toward our most cherished goals and 
most cherished ideals. 

One person we honor today, who has 
helped lead that journey, is retiring 
Supreme Court Justice Sandra Day 
O’Connor. For over two decades, Jus-
tice O’Connor has presided over some 
of the most complex, difficult, and vex-
ing debates of our times. 

Justice O’Connor, who turns 76 this 
year, retires with a sterling reputation 
as a brilliant legal scholar, a fair and 
impartial jurist, and an individual of 
impeccable personal integrity. 

Born in the humble town of El Paso, 
TX, to Harry and Ada Mae, the young 
Sandra Day grew up on her family’s 
cattle ranch in southeastern Arizona. 
It was not far and wasn’t long to Stan-
ford University where she graduated 
magna cum laude with a bachelor’s de-
gree in economics. She was accepted 
into the university’s prestigious school 
of law and earned a coveted position on 
the law review’s board of editors. She 
completed law school in only 2 years 
and finished near the top of her class. 
Among her classmates was a young 
man who would later sit beside her on 
the highest Court in the land: the late 
Chief Justice William Rehnquist. 

Despite her extraordinary creden-
tials, the private sector didn’t easily 

welcome a woman into its male-domi-
nated ranks. After a frustrating job 
search in the private sector, the young 
lawyer began her career as Deputy 
County Attorney of San Mateo, CA. A 
4-year stint in Europe, where her hus-
band was posted, and 3 sons later, San-
dra Day O’Connor became Arizona’s 
Assistant Attorney General in 1965. 

She served 4 years before being ap-
pointed to fill an unexpired seat in the 
Arizona State Senate. In the State sen-
ate she proved herself an adept and 
popular lawmaker. She rose to its high-
est office to become the first woman 
State majority leader ever in the his-
tory of the United States. 

In 1975, Sandra Day O’Connor was 
elected judge of the Maricopa County 
Superior Court, and 4 years later, in 
1979, was appointed to the Arizona 
Court of Appeals. There she served 
until President Ronald Reagan ap-
pointed her Associate Justice to the 
Supreme Court. 

Twenty-five years ago, on September 
21, 1981, the Senate unanimously con-
firmed her nomination. On that day, 
Sandra Day O’Connor again made his-
tory. She became the first female Jus-
tice in the Court’s history. When asked 
for her reaction to her nomination, 
Sandra Day O’Connor said: 

I can only say I will approach [my work on 
the bench] with care and effort and do the 
best job I possibly can do. 

So she has. Justice O’Connor has 
served with distinction and as an ex-
ample to all Americans that, through 
persistence and hard work, the highest 
peaks can be achieved. Despite her 
early professional obstacles, she never 
surrendered her determination, her 
focus, nor did she surrender her South-
western roots. Fiercely proud of her 
heritage, Justice O’Connor and her 
brother H. Alan Day authored a best 
selling memoir entitled ‘‘Lazy B: Grow-
ing Up on a Cattle Ranch in the Amer-
ican Southwest.’’ Anyone who has en-
tered the inner compounds of Justice 
O’Connor’s Supreme Court office has 
seen that sign that reads: ‘‘Cowgirl 
Parking Only: All Others will be 
Towed.’’ 

About 11 years ago, when Karen and 
I first came to Washington, DC, we 
didn’t really know anybody here. We 
were a little bit lost, a physician and 
his family moving to this city. We 
early on met John and Justice O’Con-
nor. Since that time, we have had the 
opportunity to be with them socially. 
We respect their wonderful and loving 
relationship, which has been always 
and continues to be manifested in so 
many wonderful ways. They welcomed 
our family to this Washington commu-
nity and expressed that welcome in 
warm and heartfelt ways, again and 
again. 

To echo the worlds of Ronald Reagan, 
Sandra Day O’Connor is ‘‘truly a ‘per-
son for all seasons,’ possessing those 

unique qualities of temperament, fair-
ness, intellectual capacity and devo-
tion to the public good which have 
characterized the 101 ‘brethren’ who 
have preceded her.’’ 

Sandra Day O’Connor has served this 
country for over five decades as an Ari-
zona State Senator and majority lead-
er, State court judge, assistant State 
attorney general, and in the capacity 
of which she will long be remembered, 
as an Associate Justice of the Supreme 
Court of America. The ‘‘cowgirl from 
Arizona’’ may never have dreamed of 
riding to the highest Court in the land 
but, boy oh boy, is America fortunate 
that she did. 

On behalf of my fellow Senators and 
the American people, I offer my deep-
est gratitude to Justice O’Connor for 
her service to this great Nation, and I 
wish Mrs. O’Connor the best in all of 
her future endeavors. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The remarks of Mr. FRIST are print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Morning 
Business.’’) 

(The remarks of Mr. CHAMBLISS are 
printed in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Morning Business.’’) 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there now be a 
period for morning business, with Sen-
ators permitted to speak for up to 10 
minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

RETIREMENT OF MR. JAMES M. 
PHILPOTT 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I rise 
to pay tribute to Mr. James M. 
Philpott, Assistant Deputy Chief of 
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